INTRODUCTION
Over the last 20 years, increased clinical and research attention has been paid to the problem of juvenile sexual offenders (Barbaree, Hudson, & Seto, 1993) . The field has a clearer understanding of the scope of the problem with juvenile offending (Murphy, Haynes, & Page, 1992) and ap1Department of Psychiatry, University of Tennessee, Memphis, Memphis, Tennessee 38105-5102.
pears to recognize the heterogeneity of this group. However, there continue to be limited data on the etiology of juvenile sexual offending (Ryan, 1991) .
A frequently proposed causative factor is a history of abuse in the juvenile offender (Araji & Finkelhor, 1986; Ryan, 1989) . As proposed by Araji and Finkelhor, abuse history would be consistent with a number of more general theories such as conditioning of arousal, modeling, or identification with the aggressor. Although being a victim as a causative factor in sexual offending is intuitively appealing, empirical studies of the actual incidence of abuse in the histories of offenders suggest that abuse in offenders is much lower than popularly assumed.
In the adult sexual offender area, a review of all studies reporting histories of sexual abuse (Hanson & Slater, 1988) indicates wide variations in reported rates, ranging from 0% to 67%, with the average being approximately 28%. They did find higher rates of abuse for those offenders who victimized males (34.6%) versus those who selected female victims (18.2%). Those offenders who abused both male and female victims showed the highest rates of personal abuse (66.7%); however, this was based on only two studies with only 45 subjects. There were no differences between extrafamilial and incest cases, and as would be expected, rates of personal abuse were higher in those studies which used broader definitions of abuse (approximately 33%) than in those which used more narrow definitions (23%). In a reanalysis of these data, Hanson (1991) also clearly showed that as the sample size of studies increased, therefore presumably providing a more reliable estimate of population parameters, rates of reported abuse stabilized between 20% and 30%. Although this rate is higher than the rates of 10% to 16% reported for general community samples (Finkelhor, 1990; Peters, Wyatt, & Finkelhor, 1986) , it also suggests that most offenders are not abused.
Similar variability between studies also occurs in studies investigating juvenile offenders (Murphy et al., 1992) . In terms of physical abuse, Lewis, Shanok, and Pincus (1979) found rates of 76% in very violent juvenile sexual offenders; however, this was not different than violent nonsexual offenders (75%) but higher than less violent nonsexual offenders (29%). Other studies reported rates of physical abuse within the juvenile offender population ranging from 13% to 40% (Becker, Cunningham-Rathner, & Kaplan, 1986; Becker, Kaplan, Cunningham-Rathner, & Kavoussi, 1986; Ryan, Davis, Miyoshi, Lane, & Wilson, 1987) . Sexual abuse estimates also vary widely from 17% to 47% (Becker, Cunningham-Rathner, & Kaplan, 1986; Becker, Kaplan, Cunningham-Rathner, & Kavoussi, 1986; Fehrenbach, Smith, Monastersky, & Deisher, 1986; Gomes-Schwartz, 1984; Longo, 1982; Ryan et al., 1987) . Fehrenbach et al. (1986) did find that sexual abuse rates among their subjects were higher for those engaging in hands-on of-
